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PROJECT TITLE:  SANTA S

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  To
the Public Resources Code and Se
Code, California Department of Par
the Park.  The Plan will delineate a 
develop goals and guidelines for eac
specific project management, and 
address recreational, operational, in
and constraints; consistent with the
Section 5019.59 of the Public R
Management Directives.   
 
Due to the relatively small size of
regarding trail location and several 
guidelines for the appropriate type
proposed in the future; which may 
center, interpretive kiosks, restrooms
establish primary themes for interp
may also indicate direction for coope
parks or transportation agencies. 
 
Current facilities within the Park on
located adjacent to local parks wh
varying visitor support facilities.  R
varied historic resources, significan
corridors, riparian habitats, upland
sensitive species. 
 

DPR 506 (New 4/2003)(Word 2/11/2005) 
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irst-tier) environmental document for the project 

USANA PASS STATE HISTORIC PARK 
GENERAL PLAN 

 meet requirements set forth in Section 5002.2 of 
ction 4332, Title 14 of the California Administration 
ks and Recreation is preparing a General Plan for 
number of resource management zones, as well as 
h zone; the document will guide park management, 
implementation.  These goals and guidelines will 
terpretive, and resource management opportunities 
 classification of State Historic Park, as set forth in 
esources Code and with Department Resource 

 the Park, the Plan will provide specific direction 
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include new parking areas, campgrounds, a visitor 
, and other visitor amenities.  The General Plan will 
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rative planning and joint-use projects with adjacent 

ly include trails and signage; however, the Park is 
ich provide access into the State Park as well as 
esources within the park include significant and 

t archaeological resources, and significant wildlife 
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POSSIBLE EFFECTS AND MITIGATIONS:  The project has potential effects on 
geologic features, erosion, water quality, transportation, biological resources, fire, and 
geologic hazards, aesthetics, cultural resources, the natural environment, and 
recreation.  By establishing management zones along with goals and guidelines, the 
General Plan will endeavor to identify broad level avoidance, mitigation measures, and 
policies to reduce potential impacts of future projects and activities to a level below 
significance.  However, additional environmental review will be conducted as such 
projects and any corresponding mitigation measures are proposed. 
 
PUBLIC MEETINGS:  The California Department of Parks and Recreation has an 
active public involvement program for the development of this plan through ongoing 
workshops.  The first workshop focused on General Plan issues and was held on 
January 10, 2006.  The second workshop is scheduled for Tuesday, June 20, 2006 
from 6:30 PM to 8:30 PM at Chatsworth Park South (Chatsworth Recreation 
Center-Gym), 22360 Devonshire Street, Chatsworth, CA  91311.  The second 
workshop will present alternatives to the public for comment and suggested changes.  
The third workshop will present the preferred alternatives for public comment and is not 
yet scheduled. 
 
PLAN DEVELOPMENT & ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:  Once written and 
prepared, the Preliminary General Plan/Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will be 
made available for public review and comment in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  The Preliminary General Plan/EIR will then be 
refined, and responses to public comments prepared.  The Preliminary General 
Plan/Final EIR will then be presented along with public comments, and responses to 
comments, to the California State Parks and Recreation Commission Hearing for 
approval.  Subsequent to approval, a General Plan will be prepared to guide the uses, 
appropriate facilities, and management of the Park.  Site specific facility development 
plans will be subsequently prepared in conformance with the approved General Plan 
and CEQA, as funding becomes available.  
 
We need to know the views of your agency or organization as to the scope and content 
of the environmental information which is germane to your agency's statutory 
responsibilities or organization’s interests in connection with the proposed project.  The 
project description, location, and possible environmental effects are included. 
 
Your response must be sent to the address below not later than thirty (30) days after the 
receipt of this notice and should include a mailing address.  We would appreciate the 
name of a contact person in your agency. 
 
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION CONTACT PERSON: 
 

Tina Robinson, Environmental Coordinator 
California Department of Parks and Recreation 
Southern Service Center 
8885 Rio San Diego Drive, Suite 270 
San Diego, CA 92108 
enviro@parks.ca.gov 
(619) 220-5300 
(619) 220-5400 (fax) 
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ENVIRONMENTAL (INITIAL STUDY) CHECKLIST 
 
 
I.  BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
PROJECT TITLE:  Santa Susanna Pass State Historic Park General Plan PROJECT ID# 8289 
 PCA# 40001 
 
CONTACT PERSON:  Tina Robinson TELEPHONE:  (619) 220-5300 
LOCATION:  Santa Susanna Pass State Historic Park – Los Angeles and Ventura Counties 
CHECKLIST DATE:  5-31-06 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION   
To meet requirements set forth in Section 5002.2 of the Public Resources Code and Section 4332, Title 14 of the 
California Administration Code, California Department of Parks and Recreation is preparing a General Plan for 
the Park.  The Plan will delineate a number of resource management zones, as well as develop goals and 
guidelines for each zone; the document will guide park management, specific project management, and 
implementation.  These goals and guidelines will address recreational, operational, interpretive, and resource 
management opportunities and constraints; consistent with the classification of State Historic Park, as set forth in 
Section 5019.59 of the Public Resources Code and with Department Resource Management Directives.  Due to 
the relatively small size of the Park, the Plan will provide specific direction regarding trail location and several 
facilities.  Further, the Plan will provide goals and guidelines for the appropriate types, locations, and designs of 
facilities that may be proposed in the future; which may include new parking areas, campgrounds, a visitor center, 
interpretive kiosks, restrooms, and other visitor amenities.  The General Plan will establish primary themes for 
interpretive programs and activities.  The General Plan may also indicate direction for cooperative planning and 
joint-use projects with adjacent parks or transportation agencies. 
 
II.  ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST 
    LESS THAN 
 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT   LESS THAN 
  SIGNIFICANT         WITH SIGNIFICANT       NO 
        IMPACT  MITIGATION      IMPACT  IMPACT

1. AESTHETICS. 

ISSUES 
Would the project: 

 a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?     

 b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including,      
  but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and  
  historic buildings within a state scenic highway? 

 c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character       
  or quality of the site and its surroundings? 

 d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare      
  which would adversely affect day or nighttime  
  views in the area? 

COMMENTS 
Due to the extremely severe topography at several locations, scenic vistas, and rock outcroppings in the Park, aesthetic effects 
are likely, even with minor trail or facility improvements. 

MITIGATION 
It is anticipated that design measures will incorporate aesthetic treatments and revegetation, which minimize visual effects.  
However, in several areas, these effects may remain significant even with mitigation.  Specific mitigation will be addressed 
and developed in the EIR. 
 

Santa Susana Pass SHP-General Plan Environmental (Initial Study) Checklist 
Page 1 of 12 



    LESS THAN 
 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT   LESS THAN 
  SIGNIFICANT         WITH SIGNIFICANT       NO 
        IMPACT  MITIGATION      IMPACT  IMPACT 
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2. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES. 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to 
the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997), prepared by the California Department 
of Conservation as an optional model for use in assessing impacts on agricultural and farmland.  Would the project: 

ISSUES 
 a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or      
  Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as  
  shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland  
  Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California 
  Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use? 

 b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or      
  a Williamson Act contract? 

 c) Involve other changes in the existing environment      
  which, due to their location or nature, could result in  
  conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use? 

COMMENTS 
The site was used for homesteads prior to acquisition into the State Park system.  It is no longer used for agricultural 
purposes. 

MITIGATION 
No mitigation is proposed. 

3. AIR QUALITY.   

ISSUES 
Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution control district 
may be relied on to make the following determinations.  Would the project: 

 a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the      
  applicable air quality plan or regulation? 

 b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute      
  substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
  violation? 

 c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase      
  of any criteria pollutant for which the project region  
  is in non-attainment under an applicable federal or  
  state ambient air quality standard (including releasing  
  emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for  
  ozone precursors)? 

 d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant      
  concentrations (e.g., children, the elderly, individuals  
  with compromised respiratory or immune systems)? 

 e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial      
  number of people? 

COMMENTS: 
Dust emissions during construction will be subject to standard dust control measures for state projects.  Persons using the 
Park may be exposed to excessive levels of air pollution due to the location of the Park in a non-attainment air basin. 

MITIGATION 
Standard specifications for state projects will be utilized to minimize potential air quality effects due to dust during 
construction.  



    LESS THAN 
 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT   LESS THAN 
  SIGNIFICANT         WITH SIGNIFICANT       NO 
        IMPACT  MITIGATION      IMPACT  IMPACT 
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4. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.   

ISSUES 
Would the project: 

 a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or      
  through habitat modification, on any species  
  identified as a sensitive, candidate, or special status  
  species in local or regional plans, policies, or  
  regulations, or by the California Department of 
  Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian      
  habitat or other sensitive natural community identified  
  in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or  
  by the California Department of Fish and Game or  
  the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? 

 c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally      
  protected wetlands, as defined by §404 of the Clean  
  Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh,  
  vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal,  
  filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

 d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any      
  native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species  
  or with established native resident or migratory  
  wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native  
  wildlife nursery sites? 

 e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances      
  protecting biological resources, such as a tree  
  preservation policy or ordinance? 

 f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat      
  Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation  
  Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state  
  habitat conservation plan? 

COMMENTS 
The project is situated to provide a key wildlife corridor link between open spaces.  Although impacts will be minimized, 
they may not be completely avoided due to the steep topography and need for trail crossings of the creek.  The full extent and 
significance of the impacts to sensitive species, habitat, and wetlands will be detailed in the EIR and may drop to less than 
significant with mitigation but a worst case scenario may show the impacts as significant, even with mitigation.  It is the 
intention of California State Parks to mitigate the adverse effects to these resources to the fullest extent feasible. 

MITIGATION  
Potentially significant resources will be avoided wherever possible through sensitive design and construction.  Those that. 
cannot be avoided will be mitigated. Facility design and proposed mitigation will be discussed in general terms in the 
Preliminary General Plan/EIR. 

5. CULTURAL RESOURCES.   

ISSUES 
Would the project: 

 a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance      
  of a historical resource, as defined in §15064.5? 

 b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance      
  of an archaeological resource, pursuant to§15064.5? 



    LESS THAN 
 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT   LESS THAN 
  SIGNIFICANT         WITH SIGNIFICANT       NO 
        IMPACT  MITIGATION      IMPACT  IMPACT 
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 c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred      
  outside of formal cemeteries?  

 d) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological       
  resource or site, or unique geologic feature? 

COMMENTS: 
The Park is rich in archaeological and historic resources in areas of existing recreational use (primarily trail use) is present.  
With the implementation of grading for facilities, there is a slight chance of disturbing buried resources, particularly in cut 
areas.  

MITIGATION  
Should an underground resource be discovered, the work will be redirected until a State Archaeologist can determine 
appropriate significance and mitigation for the site. 

6. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. 

ISSUES   
Would the project: 

 a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving:  

 i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as      
  delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo  
  Earthquake Fault Zoning Map, issued by the 
  State Geologist for the area, or based on other  
  substantial evidence of a known fault?   
  (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology  
  Special Publication 42.) 

 ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

 iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including      
  liquefaction? 

 iv) Landslides?     

 b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of      
 topsoil? 

 c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable,      
 or that would become unstable, as a result of the  
 project and potentially result in on- or off-site 
 landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,  
 liquefaction, or collapse? 

 d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in      
  Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1997),  
  creating substantial risks to life or property? 

 e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use      
 of septic tanks or alternative waste disposal systems,  
 where sewers are not available for the disposal of  
 waste water? 

 f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique      
 paleontological resource or site, or unique geologic 
 feature? 

COMMENTS 
The project is located in southern California, an area known for seismic activity.  It is not anticipated that construction of the 
facilities addressed in the General Plan would expose people or property to a high risk of danger due to seismic activity 
although the risk of a landslide in the event of a catastrophic seismic event cannot be completely eliminated.  During 



    LESS THAN 
 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT   LESS THAN 
  SIGNIFICANT         WITH SIGNIFICANT       NO 
        IMPACT  MITIGATION      IMPACT  IMPACT 
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construction and until revegetated slopes mature, the project will have greater risk of soil erosion and landslides.  The use of 
appropriate Best Management Practices (BMPs) to support these areas will be proposed in the EIR.  A septic system that 
operates to Regional Water Quality Control Board standards will be utilized at the facilities selected for the General Plan.  A 
paleontological study will be conducted as part of the EIR. 

MITIGATION 
see above 

7. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  

ISSUES  
 Would the project: 

 a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the      
  environment through the routine transport, use, or  
  disposal of hazardous materials? 

 b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the      
  environment through reasonably foreseeable upset  
  and/or accident conditions involving the release of  
  hazardous materials, substances, or waste into the 
  environment? 

 c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or      
  acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste  
  within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed  
  school? 

 d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of      
  hazardous materials sites, compiled pursuant to  
  Government Code §65962.5, and, as a result, create  
  a significant hazard to the public or environment? 

 e) Be located within an airport land use plan or, where      
  such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles  
  of a public airport or public use airport?  If so, would  
  the project result in a safety hazard for people 
  residing or working in the project area? 

 f) Be located in the vicinity of a private airstrip?  If so,      
  would the project result in a safety hazard for people  
  residing or working in the project area? 

 g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with      
  an adopted emergency response plan or emergency  
  evacuation plan? 

 h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,      
  injury, or death from wildland fires, including areas  
  where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or  
  where residences are intermixed with wildlands? 

COMMENTS 
The General Plan will strive to minimize changes to the landform or geology of the Park. 

MITIGATION 
See above 
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8. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. 

ISSUES   
Would the project: 

 a) Violate any water quality standards or waste      
  discharge requirements? 

 b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or      
  interfere substantially with groundwater recharge,  
  such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
  volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table  
  level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby  
  wells would drop to a level that would not support  
  existing land uses or planned uses for which permits  
  have been granted)? 

 c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of      
  the site or area, including through alteration of the  
  course of a stream or river, in a manner which  
  would result in substantial on- or off-site erosion  
  or siltation? 

 d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the      
  site or area, including through alteration of the  
  course of a stream or river, or substantially increase  
  the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which  
  would result in on- or off-site flooding? 

 e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed      
  the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage  
  systems or provide substantial additional sources of  
  polluted runoff? 

 f) Substantially degrade water quality?     

 g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area,      
  as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or  
  Flood Insurance Rate Map, or other flood hazard  
  delineation map? 

 h) Place structures that would impede or redirect flood      
  flows within a 100-year flood hazard area? 

 i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss,      
  injury, or death from flooding, including flooding  
  resulting from the failure of a levee or dam? 

 j) Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?     

COMMENTS 
The project will not construct facilities in such a way as to cause substantial environmental damage.  

MITIGATION 
The any projects constructed under the General Plan would require conformance with accepted BMPs for water quality and 
stormwater runoff. 
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9. LAND USE AND PLANNING.   

ISSUES 
Would the project: 

 a) Physically divide an established community?     

 b) Conflict with the applicable land use plan, policy,      
  or regulation of any agency with jurisdiction over  
  the project (including, but not limited to, a general  
  plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning  
  ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or  
  mitigating an environmental effect? 

 c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation      
  plan or natural community conservation plan? 

COMMENTS 
The project is relatively minor in scope, but serves as a valued regional wildlife corridor and neighbors residential areas.  

MITIGATION 
California State Parks will strive to minimize adverse effects to the creek and riparian corridor and the nearby neighborhood.  
The EIR will provide additional design and mitigation detail. 

10. MINERAL RESOURCES.  

ISSUES  
Would the project: 

 a) Result in the loss of availability of a known     
  mineral resource that is or would be of value to  
  the region and the residents of the state? 

 b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally      
  important mineral resource recovery site  
  delineated on a local general plan, specific plan,  
  or other land use plan? 

COMMENTS 
The project contains mineral resources (quarry) that have not been used in recent years.  

MITIGATION 
No mitigation is proposed. 

11. NOISE. 

ISSUES   
Would the project: 

 a) Generate or expose people to noise levels in excess      
  of standards established in a local general plan or  
  noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, state,  
  or federal standards? 

 b) Generate or expose people to excessive ground-borne      
  vibrations or ground-borne noise levels? 

 c) Create a substantial permanent increase in ambient      
  noise levels in the vicinity of the project (above  
  levels without the project)? 



    LESS THAN 
 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT   LESS THAN 
  SIGNIFICANT         WITH SIGNIFICANT       NO 
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 d) Create a substantial temporary or periodic increase      
  in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project,  
  in excess of noise levels existing without the 
  project? 

 e) Be located within an airport land use plan or, where      
  such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles  
  of a public airport or public use airport?  If so,  
  would the project expose people residing or working 
  in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

 f) Be in the vicinity of a private airstrip?  If so, would the      
  project expose people residing or working in the  
  project area to excessive noise levels? 

COMMENTS 
During construction, it is anticipated that noise levels will be potentially significant to sensitive receptors in several locations.  
Residents and the church near the Park may be exposed to high levels of construction noise for the northern end of the Park 
and for vehicle accessing the construction site.  Wildlife in the riparian areas may be subjected to high levels of construction 
noise which could have adverse effects during nesting season when birds call to attract mates.   

MITIGATION 
California State Parks will endeavor to minimize the adverse effects of construction noise and vibration to all sensitive 
receptors.  This will include voluntary compliance with local standards for construction noise near existing residential areas 
and may include monitoring and/or avoidance of excessive noise in close proximity to nesting sites.  The details of the 
proposed mitigation will be developed in the EIR. 

12. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

ISSUES  
Would the project: 

 a) Induce substantial population growth in an     
  area, either directly (for example, by  
  proposing new homes and businesses) or  
  indirectly (for example, through extension  
  of roads or other infrastructure)? 

 b) Displace substantial numbers of existing     
  housing, necessitating the construction of  
  replacement housing elsewhere? 

 c) Displace substantial numbers of people,     
  necessitating the construction of replacement  
  housing elsewhere? 

COMMENTS: 
The proposed project will not directly affect the construction or displacement of population or housing.  Housing proposed as 
part of the local General Plans may receive a small market benefit due to the increased accessibility of the Park’s interior. 

MITIGATION 
No mitigation is proposed. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    LESS THAN 
 POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT   LESS THAN 
  SIGNIFICANT         WITH SIGNIFICANT       NO 
        IMPACT  MITIGATION      IMPACT  IMPACT 

Santa Susana Pass SHP-General Plan Environmental (Initial Study) Checklist 
Page 9 of 12 

13. PUBLIC SERVICES. 

ISSUES   
Would the project: 

 a) Result in significant environmental impacts from      
  construction associated with the provision of new  
  or physically altered governmental facilities, or the  
  need for new or physically altered governmental  
  facilities, to maintain acceptable service ratios,  
  response times, or other performance objectives  
  for any of the following public services:  

   Fire protection?     

   Police protection?     

   Schools?     

   Parks?     

   Other public facilities?     

COMMENTS: 

MITIGATION 
Mitigation will be further defined in the EIR but is likely to include coordination with the City of Los Angeles and Ventura 
County. 

14. RECREATION. 

ISSUES   
Would the project: 

 a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and      
  regional parks or other recreational facilities,  
  such that substantial physical deterioration of 
  the facility would occur or be accelerated? 

 b) Include recreational facilities or require the      
  construction or expansion of recreational  
  facilities that might have an adverse physical  
  effect on the environment? 

COMMENTS 
Implementation of the project will allow facility improvements that will improve the park recreational experience.  However, 
approval of the General Plan may also require a change in trail use and designations that will limit the level of trail activity or 
other recreational activities experienced today.. 

MITIGATION 
Trail options may need to be considered for the proposed closure of existing trails. 

15. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC 

ISSUES   
Would the project: 

 a) Cause a substantial increase in traffic, in relation      
  to existing traffic and the capacity of the street  
  system (i.e., a substantial increase in either the  
  number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity 
  ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?  
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 b) Exceed, individually or cumulatively, the level of      
  service standards established by the county  
  congestion management agency for designated  
  roads or highways? 

 c) Cause a change in air traffic patterns, including      
  either an increase in traffic levels or a change in  
  location, that results in substantial safety risks? 

 d) Contain a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or a      
  dangerous intersection) or incompatible uses  
  (e.g., farm equipment) that would substantially  
  increase hazards? 

 e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

 f) Result in inadequate parking capacity?     

 g) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs      
  supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus  
  turnouts, bicycle racks)? 

COMMENT 
Although it is not anticipated that the project will cause a substantial increase in traffic in relation to the existing traffic or the 
capacity of the local streets, traffic counts have not yet been completed.  The significance of this issue will be resolved in the 
EIR.  The level of improvements proposed in the General Plan do not indicate that the Park will have the facilities to support 
high levels of visitor use in the Park interior, therefore, it is not anticipated that the Level of service standards for the local 
roads would be exceeded as a result of this project’s construction and implementation.     

MITIGATION 
Park operations will strive to ease traffic congestion at and along the entrance road, as well as notify the public when parking 
is at capacity, ..  A cooperative agreement may need to be finalized between Ventura County and the City of Los Angeles for 
off-site parking at trailheads. 

16. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  

ISSUES  
Would the project: 

 a) Exceed wastewater treatment restrictions or      
  standards of the applicable Regional Water  
  Quality Control Board? 

 b) Require or result in the construction of new water      
  or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of  
  existing facilities? 

  Would the construction of these facilities cause      
  significant environmental effects? 

 c) Require or result in the construction of new storm      
  water drainage facilities or expansion of existing  
  facilities?   

  Would the construction of these facilities cause      
  significant environmental effects? 

 d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve      
  the project from existing entitlements and resources  
  or are new or expanded entitlements needed?  
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 e) Result in a determination, by the wastewater treatment      
  provider that serves or may serve the project, that it  
  has adequate capacity to service the project’s  
  anticipated demand, in addition to the provider’s  
  existing commitments? 

 f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted      
  capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste  
  disposal needs? 

 g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and      
  regulations as they relate to solid waste? 

COMMENTS: 
A small septic system would be installed at the comfort stations.  New park facilities (including utilities) will be installed but 
the additional demand on existing utilities would be negligible due to the low number of users and reliance on native 
landscaping within the Park.  Limited storm water or drainage facilities may also be constructed as part of the project. 

MITIGATION 
Avoidance or relocation of existing utility easements  

III. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.   
Would the project: 

 a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the      
  quality of the environment, substantially reduce the  
  habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or  
  wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels,  
  threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community,  
  reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or  
  endangered plant or animal? 

 b) Have the potential to eliminate important examples      
  of the major periods of California history or  
  prehistory? 

 c) Have impacts that are individually limited, but      
  cumulatively considerable?  (Cumulatively considerable 
  means the incremental effects of a project are considerable  
  when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects,  
  other current projects, and probably future projects?) 

 d) Have environmental effects that will cause substantial      
  adverse effects on humans, either directly or indirectly? 

COMMENTS 
The project is located within a significant wildlife corridor and at a site with sensitive cultural resources.  It is anticipated that 
potential impacts to sensitive species that utilize the wetland and riparian areas, will be fully mitigated, if affected.  Although 
impacts to this area will be minimized, they cannot be avoided due to the steep topography and close proximity to the creek.  
Additionally, sensitive cultural resources will be avoided, protected, and interpreted.  The full extent and significance of 
impacts to cultural resources, sensitive species, habitat, and wetlands will be detailed in the EIR and may drop to less than 
significant with mitigation.  However, a worst case scenario may show the impacts as significant, even with mitigation.  It is 
the intention of California State Parks to mitigate the adverse effects to these resources to the fullest extent feasible. 
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IV. PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION 
 

On the basis of the Initial Study,  
 

  I find that the proposed project could not have an adverse effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 
 

  I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant effect because the 
mitigation measures described in the attached Mitigation appendix will be required. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 
  I find the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

 
PREPARER:   Tina Robinson  
 
TITLE:   Associate Park and Recreation Specialist       DATE:   5-31-06
 



































COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective and Caring Service"

DONALD L. WOLFE, Director

900 SOUTH FREMONT AVENUE
ALHAMBRA, CALIFORNIA 91803-133 i

Telephone: (626) 458-5100
www.ladpw.org ADDRESS ALL CORRSPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALHABRA, CALIFORNIA 91802-1460July 3, 2006

Ms. Tina Robinson
California Department of Parks and Recreation
Southern Service Center
8885 Rio San Diego Drive, Suite 270
San Diego, CA 92108

IN REPLY PLEASE

REFER TO FilE: LD-O

Dear Ms. Robinson:

SANTA SUSANA PASS STATE HISTORIC PARK GENERAL PLAN

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Notice of Preparation. We have no
comments at this time but would like to review the environmental document when it is
ready for public review. Please send a copy to:

Mr. Suk Chong
County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works
Land Development Division
P.O. Box 1460
Alhambra, California 91802-1460

If the environmental document is available electronically or on-line, please forward it or
the link to Mr. Chong at schonq(Cladpw.orq.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Chong at (626) 458-7150.

DONALD L. WOLFE
Director of Public Works

DC:jmw
P:lldpublCEQAIDanielielSanta Susana Pass State Historic Park_nop.doc

































































From: MARY bARNHILL [mailto:marymplanet@wgn.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 09, 2007 1:50 PM 
To: Matsumoto, Barney; Jo & Bill Patterson; Jo & Bill Patterson; Stephanie Carvello 
Subject: MEETING WITH LILAC LANE RESIDENCE 
  
Dear Me. Matsumoto, 
  
I am looking forward to our meeting tomorrow morning in regard to your proposed plans for park 
development.  
  
We plan on discussing in great detail how this development in a residential area such as Lilac 
Lane will adversely affect not only the residents, but the volume of potential visitors as well. There 
are great safety and liability concerns that we do not feel have been properly addressed by your 
committee. I personally will be bringing photos to make the hazards clear as well as other photos 
that might serve to inspire new thinking your part.  
  
We want this meeting to be productive, not confrontational. We understand that all Californians 
(taxpayer and non-taxpayers alike) have the right to enjoy these parklands. We do indeed 
appreciate that the state has purchased the land for protection (for which we are grateful) and 
must therefore make plans for development. However, we too are taxpayers (particularly property 
taxpayers) and feel that our rights are not being considered and are every bit as valid. We have 
the right to live in a safe environment and your “proposed favored plan” does not take those rights 
and safety factors into consideration.  
  
Additionally, we ask your cooperation in setting up a follow up meeting immediately so that all 
concerned citizens will have the opportunity to have a clear understanding of your proposal and 
how it will affect them directly. In the spirit of “taxation with representation”, it is only fair that a 
meeting such as this be held at a time when the majority of citizens can attend, not during the 
work week and with a 30-plus-mile round trip distance. 
  
Again, I look forward to discussing our other options in park development. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Mary C. Barnhill 
7851 Lilac Lane, Simi Valley, CA 93063 
805/526-0949 
 

















 
 
 
 
From: SandApple@aol.com [mailto:SandApple@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, December 21, 2006 8:30 PM 
To: Matsumoto, Barney 
Subject: chatsworth park ... 
  
We are Rockpointe residents living on Jeffrey Mark Court.  Unfortunately, we will not be able to 
attend the meeting on January 10, 2007.  As we stated at the previous meeting, we feel a park 
entrance on Jeffrey Mark Court would impact our neighborhood in many way.  The most 
important being safety.  Extra traffic, parking, litter, decreased property value and of course an 
increase in the already high fire hazard.  IF WE AS CITIZENS ARE REALLY HEARD, we hope 
that you will really listen to our desire in this matter. 
  
Roger and Sandra Cohen 
22421-7 Jeffrey Mark Court 
Chatsworth 91311 
 



COMMENTS:  PUBLIC MEETING 1 (JAN 10 2006)
We need all dogs on leashes; Equestrian access - by the way, horses do not make holes in the stage road - 
been riding it for decades.

Revenue Source:  In conjunction with publishing the general plan, also publish a high quality book available for 
sale to the public featuring the local natural history and cultural history; color photographs.  Cultural and Historic 
Resources:  Consider possibility of acquiring and annexing the Rocketdyne property to the southwest boundary 
of the park.  a) native American pictographs; b) rock overhang (model in the southwest museum; c) acorn 
grinding rocks; d) rock shelters; e) recent history (cattle ranching; movie making; rocket engine testing.  Being 
a "pass" through the mountains, this park will emphasize transportation - movement by foot, by horse, by 
stagecoach, by train, by automobile, etc.
Need trails connecting to:  Conservancy Property to the north at Iverson and Rocky Peak Road - Park 
entrance;  County trail @ Iverson & 118 goes to Devil Canyon and Johnson Lateral; It would be great to also 

t t Ch t th k thThis park needs to stay as natural and wild as possible.  Trails are there in need of some repair but ok.  
Ecology and history need to be preserved first and foremost.  Habit lost is not able to be recovered in our 
lifetime.  So saving it is the only answer.
Tentative Project Schedule - Please send schedule  (or preferably the Power Point Presentation by Tina 
Robinson) by mail or e-mail to me.  Excellent series of presentations!  Thanks.
In order to blend with our natural surrounding and not impede on it with a structural building a simple kiosks 
gathering spot with handout information regarding trails and plant life is all that is required.  Low impact-low 
cost.  This should help this plan to pass all environment and financial questions easily.  Included might be and 
outside circle for meeting forums.  This has been done successfully in other parks.
Invite elected representatives for a hike thru area as they can get a better idea of what we have here and why 
are  striving for improvements; Observing is a great education process toward understanding.

Please limit horses during wet weather.  They create large hole - that fill with water - thus eroding the trails.
involve all education institutions
Some people go on a hike on Sunday in our park in place of attending church.  They get a strong kinship with 
nature and God together out of doors better than building.
Chatsworth has a a lot of history and it could be tied in with State Park.  We are named after Duke of Windsor, 
Chatsworth, England.  Devonshire St. get all the school area to help and support the park.
For another meeting, please have sound system.  Some speakers don't project themselves.
For Historian/Archaeologist:  I was wondering if there have been any previous excavations in those Santa 
Susana mountains.  I am an archaeologist from SFSU and had some questions if it is at all possible.  There are 
many features here and history; I look forward hearing from you.
Thanks you! Thank you! Thank you!  This is long overdue, without preserving this area developers will bulldoze 
everything.  They are well on their way!  Whatever I can do to help, I will.
Is there room for an RV campground?
Keep park in natural state with a little facilities put in.  Good trails and restrooms.  A small visitor center can be 
useful.  No sport fields.  This should be as wild as possible.

I was a volunteer at our visitors center here in the gymnasium building for many years.  We had a slide show.  
Tonight I found out that the slides and projector were recently taken to the Devonshire Elementary School 
which was recently reopened.  He said it is near or on Marall Street.  Please see about making copies of these 
slides.  Most of them were taken by Jan Huikston who really started the whole idea of a park.
1) Want to know how parks are formed, funded, etc.  Something on website?; 2) Identify plants and trees (ID 
tags); 3) Publicity use local Chamber of Commerce (neighborhood papers).  Local organizations, Women's 
Clubs, etc..
I think marked trails are very important before a visitor center.  I think eventually a visitor center would be 
beneficial but I know funds are scarce and marked trails would be less expensive.



1) Could we get a copy of slides and talk from Alex?  2) Keep the park simple, with an outdoor kiosk identifying  
where to hike.   A good example is Whiting Ranch Wilderness Park in Orange County
I think our mosaic tile stagecoach sign is very nice and it would be nice if in interpreting other areas you could 
follow that same tile structure.  The tile was an inexpensive way to mark the road in 1939 when it was placed.  
Minni Hill Palmer talked her husband and his twin brother (a plumber in Canoga Park) into marking the sign.  It 
is unique to Chatsworth and could be a theme for the park and the sign has lasted all these years with only one 
bullet hole.
There needs to be a plan to keep horses from ruining the trails.  Maybe certain trails designated for hiking only.





















From: Mark Rochin [mailto:romanum@pacbell.net]  
Sent: Thursday, January 04, 2007 11:58 AM 
To: Matsumoto, Barney 
Subject: Chatsworth Park South Concern to be put into planning documents 
  
Dear Mr. Matsumoto: 
  
To allow the Jeffrey Mark Court owners to have there concerns put into the planning document, 
please find following the property owners statement. 
  
Mark Rochin and some of his neighbors on Jeffrey Mark Court DO NOT want the park entrance 
to be from Jeffrey Mark Court.  We would like the access for the public to be shut off and closed 
from Jeffrey Mark Court; and no parking spots for the park anywhere around Jeffrey Mark Court 
including Larwin.  The access to the park at Larwin for pedestrians only is preferred. 
  
Thank you 
  
Sincerely: 
  
Mark Rochin 
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